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Remarks: 

Reconsideration of the above referenced application in view of the enclosed remarks is 
requested. Claims 2, 6, 7, 9, 14, IS, 19, 22-24, 27-29, 39 and 42 are amended. Pending Claims 
1-37, 39 and 41-42 remain in the application. 

ARGUMENT 

Objecti on to .Gajms : 

Claims 24 and 28 are amended to correct minor informalities, at the request of the 
Examiner. Thus, the objections are moot based on the above amendments. 

Rej ections. under .3. 5 . U ; .S , C. , . . § . . 1 0 .1 

The t ejections) undci \ U'l ate believed moot based on the above amendments Faeh 
claim ts due*. ted to d useful tangible dud eonetete tesuit [t is dlso believed thai all claim 
elements and limitations ate mtciconnected and do not appear to he disjoint as seems to be 

suggested by the Examiner. 

Rejections under 35 1 SC 3102 

Claims 1. 27-2H are rejected under 35 V S C § 1 02(e) as being unpatentable over I SPN 
6.o22.252 to klaasen u a! {huemaftei, v "Klaasen et al This i ejection is respectfully travel sed 
and Chums I 27-2S are believed allowable based on die foregoing and follow discussion 

Klaasen et al teach a system for selecting modes of a drive (2-speed device) based on 
whether a portable device is operating under hatters power 1 he point of their i mention is to 
pioude a lowei speed using less power when under battery powes Klaasen et al do not teach or 
suggest that buffering data will enhance their invention, as admitted by the hxaminer \t the 
cited reference, C<>i L lines 40-57, Klaasen et al teach disengaging the power saving mode prior 
to commencing read and write operations {lines 55-57) At the cited lefeience Klaasen et al 
teach a specific method that automatical!} spins the drive up to noimal speed once the disk dii\e 
is initiated {lines 5 1-551 Klaasen et al make no deles mi nation of the activation of the disk dm e 
m oidei to select whethei the write opeidtion should be buffeted klaasen et al teach a method 
limited to the spinning up and down of the spindle to preserve battel} powei Klaasen et al 
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teach that if the spindle is not spun up to norma! opeianng sclents when an access operation is 
'initiated " that the spindle speed is increased until the disk is routed at the not ma! operating 
\eiociU ' v pnor to beginning the read 01 wnte operation ' The powei sa\ ings mode is disengaged 
puot fo the Loinmencement of the opeiaiton 

I he 1 \antmei asseits that the buffering, as recited in Claims 1 ts ' inherent in 

kiaasen et a! I his assumption is incorrect 1 he I Aammer misundeistands the use of the teim 
'buffei ' \ buffer us widcK undeustood in the ait to be a sepaiaie storage location used to 
temporary hold data Data must be written into and read fiom hot instance, one common 
understanding of the term is found on the public Intel net at I RL 

searchsmh' 1 techtarget "convsDefmition U ,sid 4 1 get2 1 i 7 1 i,0U himi where peiiods die icpideed 
b\ astetisks in TRL s in this document to pie\ ent mad\ ettent h\ peiitnks The definition is 

\\ buffef is a data area, shaied b\ haiduare desires oi piogiam processes that 
operate at different speeds oi with different sets of priorities Ihe buffet allows each 
deuce oi process io operate without being held up In the oihei In order lot a btiiiei to 
be ellectts e % the ske of the twffei and the algorithms foi moving data into and out of 
the buffer need to be considered In the buffer designer Like a cache, a bufTet is a 
" midpoint holding place " but exists not so much to aeeeleiate the speed of an aeti\U\ as 
to support the eoouhnation o| sepanite actsutres 

This term is used both tn programming and m hardwate In progiammmsf, 
buffer ma sometimes implies the need to sueen data ftom its final intended place so that 
it can be edited or otherwise processed before being moxed to a tegular tile or database " 
[emphasis added] 

Anothei source published h\ Miuosoit Corp on the puhlie Internet <it I RL at 
www "Microsoft 'com technet''archi\ e \\f\\<'~' agloss msp\ Mi ft true defines a buffei and 
buffering as tollows: 

buffering: The process of using buffets to hold data being nun txl to or ftom I O de\ sees 
such as seita! ports and disk dmes 

buffers A resets ed part of memorv where data is held temporarily until the data is 
transferred from storage to another location in memory. Some printers have their own buffers. 

It can be seen from these common definitions that a buffer is a. separate holding area 
Further, the term "buffering" is commonly understood to be the act of writing to and reading 
front a buffer How-ex er, Kiaasen et al do not teach if ih_e„ device ..is .deterniined u 
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buffering the write operation to physical memory. A mere determi nation of activation and 
inactivation is not enough to make adding buffering obvious. Nor is it enough to make buffering 
data to physical memory on that condition {inactivation) obvious. In fact, if anything is 
"Inherent" in jsJassen et al. it is that the access operation is hekl up until the spindle is at norma! 
velocity. The Examiner admits thai the operation is temporarily held ■■■ but it is held in place 
Whether the access operation is held in "physical memory" 1 or not is irrelevant, because no 
buffering into physical memory has taken place The access operation stays where it is. There is 
no teaching or suggestion that the access operation is moved, or buffered, to a separate memory 
area, or buffer. One can analogize this situation to a people standing in line for a ride at an 
amusement park When the ride is running, one waits in line. When the people are allowed to 
enter the ride area, they begin to move. However, when the ride is full, the line stops The 
people are teniporard m y me _ They are not moved to a completely separate 

holding area - they are temporarily held until the line begins to move again. This is the only 
logical assumption that can be made regarding the teachings of Klaasen et al.„ i.e. when the 
spindle is not yet at normal velocity, the access operation is held up. But nowhere is there a 
teaching or suggestion that the access operation be moved to a separate holding area, or buffer 
This action cannot be assumed., and it is not inherent in the teachings Thus, the Examiner's 
assertion cannot be logically, or legally maintained. 

Klaasen et a! does not show each and every limitation of Applicant's recited claims, as 
required by a rejection under § 102. Thus, the Examiner has failed to provide prima facie 
evidence of anticipation and Claims 1 and 27-28 must be allowed to issue at the earliest possible 
time. 

Claims 31-32 and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
IS FN 6,647,499 to Morcom (hereinafter. ''"Morcom"}. This rejection is respectfully traversed 
and Claims 3 3-32 and 35-37 are believed allowable based on the foregoing and following 
discussion. 

As for Claim 31, the Examiner asserts that Morcom teaches determining the power state 
of a device. Morcom teaches powering on a storage device and then copying a maximum 
amount of data to cache. Immediately following the read, the storage device is powered down. 
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In contrast, Applicants claimed litxeittion determines the cum em power state of the deuce and 
then based on that state, selecttveh leading a supetsc-t of the tcqucstcd file portion into phssical 
memorx Motcom redds data until the cache is InU but ihue is no requirement that the data is 
teiated to the requested pot if on not does Motcom teach that a Sessei amount oi' data be toad 
Hus teaches awav fiom selectf\el\ reading a superset it is inhetent tn the limitation of 
selecmeh that a supeiset might not be lead m some cases, oi that the supeiset size rtia\ diffet 
Motcom makes no selection Data is icad unttl the cache is tuli Period No selection for a 
subset superset or am othei tspe of logtcalh related information is made Ihus, tins limitation 
is not taught oi suggested b\ Morcom An important hnntatiun that is not taught oi suggested h\ 
Mot com is sdeUJ\eb> leading a supeiset Moicom leads data until the cache is full There ts no 
selection determination at <iil The amount of data read b\ Motcom is limited h\ the size of the 
cache onl\ Moicom dues not make an intelligent decision, or ans decision at all htm much 
data to read Iherefore, Morcom teaches awav trom selecting the amount of data to tead litis 
selection is not taught Oi suggested b\ Morcom Motcom teaches always tilling the cache, not 
sckcttveb filling the cache 1 uithct as discussed above, Motcom does not teach that the data is 
logtcaltv related to the requested portion but oni\ that data lelued oi umelued is tead until the 
caches is full Fhe-ic is no distinction at all as to the i elatedness of the data at the cited reference 
Thus, the IXammer fails to meet the requirements of a !? 102 iC|ection and present a /</ imo fchic 
case of anticipation Since the cited reference Jails to shov\ each and o\et\ limitation of the 
claim and Claim *i and its pioyon ate belie\ed allow able 

As foi Claim 32 Morcom does not teach that a supeiset is the entire file Morcom 
teacher leading data until the cache is tuli if the cache is sntallei than the file, then Motcom 
cannot cops the enttte file which is rn conttast to Applicants claim The Fvnmnet has argued 
that no limit is placed on the size of the cache Hov\c\ et it w til be appatent to one oj skill in the 
ait that am t\pc ol cache will be finite m size ant I there is no \>a\ to limit the size oi a tile 
Iheieloie the l\aminer\ assertion is iault\ (laim ^2 requites that the supetset is seleetneK 
read and the selection is the entire file which is louicaih related to the requested data I urther 
rf Moicom \ cache is excessively large, supeifluous and unnetes»an Mud utn elated) data will be 
read just to till the cache 1 his wdl put an unnecessary strain on the batten just to fill the cache 
There is no selection ot decision being made b\ Moicom to affumatn cK choose to read the 
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emne file i hus Moicom s method \sill not ie»uit in \pphcant\ invention 1 he ! imitations of 
Claim ^2 ate not taught or suggested In Mot com Thetefotc { !atm ^2 and its ptos-'cm are 
believed allowable. 

As ibi Claim ^5 the 1 \aminei assetts that Mot com teaches » Ocwiti rOc nyucsh'J ///e 
pan tan a uuJ Pom l/h tk ivc*. ana ictuiiKd to a nqi't. \ftny /»/<><. cs-> b<,tou a fcmamckt of tlu 
s///'<.y v/ is read mto phvsnal nwmon Moicom does not teach that the requested pottion us 
teiuined to the requesting piocess befote a remainder is read into physical mentors Vs 
discussed ahose. Mot com does not teach a supetset as defined b\ Applicant, and Mot com does 
not teach the tempotal tequuements of tetuniiivj; the fequested pottion fust Morcom met els 
teaches leading as much data as will fit m the caehe The !\aimnet cites Col * lines 7-2<> 
lkn\o«, hete Mot com teaches leadmu data fiom the cache and if mote data is nqtuwd then 
retaining to block 2<*3 to lequest mote data for processing lhis ptoeess teaches that tequested 
data ts lead ftom the cache tiust and if ali of the tequested data is not sn the cache, then readme 
more data from the device. 

In contrast Applicant s im entron lequues that the lequested {required} portion of data is 
tead ftom the desice (not cache memos} ) and returned to the tequesttng process Onls then is 
the superset ft e, not tequested hut logtcalls t elated data) read into phs steal memois Ihese 
two pioeess^s ate not similar, and pros ids. a diffeient result Motcom teaches ieuieung the 
tequested data, ami Applicant lequues that a supetset ot the reqtureti (tequested) dat.i ts read into 
cache <phs steal memois ) and not that die data is tead from cache Iheiefoie, ( latm ,>s and ts 
believed allowable. 

Claims >o~37 are belies ed allowable based on being dependent on an allowable claim as 
discussed abose The F\amii)et has failed to ptos ide puma ft an esiclence of anticipation foi the 
limitations oi v/ei/m/r waJutg a of (hi n\/}H'sk'J //7c pan tan ftom the Jivae into 

ph\ vtai tiKtivnx Clatms 3o and ^7 rels on the combination of the elements of the parent claims 
and cannot be sie\sed m a sacuum While tefeietiees mas slum accessing data from a buffet oi 
deacusattng a device afret a read, the lefeienee fads to teach the supetset' as tectted tn ( latm 
3 I ot the seiectne aspect of detei mining sshat the supetset should compuse 1 hetefote Clatms 
36-37 are believed allowable. 
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Claims 39 and 42 are rejected under 35 U S C.' § 102(b) as being anticipated by USPN 
5,812. 883 to Rao (hereinafter, "Rao"). This rejection is respectfully traversed and Claims 39 and 
42 are believed allowable based on the foregoing and following discussion. 

As for Claim 39, the Examiner likens Rao's SCSI controller board to an intermediate file 
system driver providing read/write policy to the file system driver. The Examiner also likens 
Rao's drive controller board to a file system driver as defined and claimed by Applicants. These 
assertions are in error. Specifically, Rao's drive controller board 206 may only accept 
rudimentary or low level commands which '"pertain to the physical operation of the disk drive 
including positioning of the disk drive head and electrical signals to the disk drive head used to 
read or write information, for example. Other commands which do not directiv pertain to the 
rudimentary control and positioning of the disk heads, disk speed, etc , are considered high level 
commands and are processed by the SCSI controller board 202." Even if the Examiner's 
characterization of the SCSI controller board and drive controller board were correct, Rao does 
not teach or suggest the limitations recited in the claim. The Examiner misunderstands the 
purpose of the intermediate FSD. Claim 39 clearly recites that an intermediate file system driver 
to receive user customized, parameters and. to receive file system requests, the intermediate file 
system driver to determine read, write policy for con (rolling access to the file system driver 
based on the user customized parameters. Rao teaches that the customizable parameters are 
received by the SCSI controller board and then transferred to the storage drive controller board 
206, which the Examiner likens to the ESQ (Col. 7, lines 18-22). Thus, only those parameters 
affecting the operation of the drive controller board may be input. 

hi contrast, Applicant's describe a system where the FSD is the driver performing 
read/write of the device. All policy and selective buffering decisions determined and performed 
in the intermediate FSD. Applicant's claim requires that the read/write policy determines the 
policy used to control the FSD, based on user customized parameters. The drive controller board 
of Rao cannot accept this type of information, as by definition, it only accepts low level 
commands. The erasable NX memory on the controller board does not determine selective 
buffering, but mav determine an inactivity threshold that will cause the drive to spin down. Only 
hardware related parameters are described In contrast. Applicant describes the read/write policy 
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to be defined as including identifying which programs are registered, etc. Paragraph [00 i 9] of 

the Specification defines the parameters as' 

"...parameters or characteristics of the selective buffering scheme described here 
Such parameters may include items such as which applications or processes are to 
participate in, or he excluded front the buffering scheme, buffer size, lime-out periods, 
and/or specific conditions under which the selective buffering should be employed or 
bypassed. For example, the user customization interface 108 may enable the user to 
specify circumstances under which a file write request will riot he buffered but rather will 
force a device access to commit the data to non-volatile storage. These conditions may 
include, for example, an occurrence of a user's explicitly choosing the "save" command 
from the application's menu structure, a specified percentage of the document being 
changed, a specified volume of data being buffered, a specified number of writes being 
buffered, the battery's power ievel reaching a specified threshold, and/or the passage of a 
speci fied amount of lime since the last committing of the buffer's contents to non-volatile 
storage. In general, the user customization interface 108 may allow a user to override 
any settings, defaults or other conditions that may have come about as a result of 
interactions among the various software components in. the system (e.g., operating 
system, application programs, utilities, etc.). 

Rao does not teach the type of parameters as defined by Applicant. Regardless of the 
staictural differences, Rao fails to teach or suggest the limitation of selectively buffering write 
requests to physical memory. The Examiner has previously admitted that Rao fails to teach this 
limitation on page 24 (item 109} of the Office Action dated Oct 2, 2006. It is improper for the 
Examiner to admit that one of the limitations is not taught by the reference, and to maintain the 
rejection. Therefore, this rejection is improper and must be withdrawn. The sejectiyely 
buffering is an important limitation and cannot be glossed over by the Examiner. The 
Specification clearly describes how and why these selections are made. Thus, the term has 
specific meaning in the context of the disclosure and must be interpreted as described 

Further, the Examiner asserts that Rao teaches that prolonged period of inactivity would 
minimize activation and deactivation of the device by being "always on." This state is contrary 
to a purpose of Applicant's invention which is to also minimize power consumption. Thus.. 
Applicant amends Claim 39 to more clearly recite » herein the read write policy is to maximize 
power saving while nun/wising mHiwuze at least one of (a) unnecessary device access 
operations and (h) inmecessaty device actrvaiion-deactrvaiion operations. As such it will be 
understood that the minimization is done to conserve power and not just to stay always on or off. 
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Rao does not teach ot suggest this limitation and does not ie»uit m Applicant s invention en 
pio\ ide the same ad\ antages 

Motc-oxes Claim >9 ts amended to mote death i uci tc thai uses customized patametets 
tdentif} whethei a piocess is exempt from buttering if lequucs a \siitc to the deuce m 
coin entsonal manner This iead''v\iue polic\ tor ptocesses js not taught or suggested b\ the cited 
leieience i bus. ( laun 3° ami its progens ate belies ed allowable as amended 

A.s foi Claim 42, Rao teacher ussnu a eonnol panel-like method to select the model and 
manufacture! of a disk dme and change the opeiatmg parameters of the actual dine Rao does 
not teaeh selective buffeting techniques to be used in conjunction with a tead wiite poliex Rao 
does mention that operating parameters might include caching operations, but does not teach 
selective butiermg as desatbed and claimed hs Applicant huther, Rao does not teach that an 
application running on the processoi jegisters itself to indicate that !t complies with selective 
buffering techniques, ot whetliet the process ts exempt Horn buffet my Rao metelv teaches that 
tlie opciatmg paiametcfs of the dme itself mav be changed Ihese settings affect the actual 
dme and not an inlet mediate irSD which controls the buffering and it-ad vwtte icquc-sts The 
Fxammei misundct stands the reason foi tegisttation The Fxammei submits that the teason for 
tegtstiauon is nrelevam and must result m a stntcttital difference Applicant maintains that the 
teason is televatit and that Vpplicanfs claimed i mcnaon is snuctniallv dUYeient than the device 
taught In Rao A, usei ma\ have diilerent read/write policies lot \ auous applications bawd on 
expected data icquests ui amount of data needed 1 he application tunning on the processor 
it-gtstcis itself with the intermediate Hie svstem umei so that the mtcimeuiare I SD can act on 
the application^ scad wute policies when the application causes a read os watte request for 
instance a piocess could register to participate in the intermediate F^D btiffcttng scheme fot 
some file sv stem tequests but not otltets depending, for example, on state ot context In contrast, 
Rao teaches an interlace application which past sets the operational paiameteis of the disk dine 
I his is not at all the same concept nor does it result m application-based policies htither, not 
onh is the tegisttation of an application m the intermediate FS1) diffeteni. than dunmnv: 
operating paiameteis of a chive but the fact that the intermediate f nD couttols the f"SD ba»ed on 
pohcx and application registiatson is stiucturalh different than allowing a usei to select the 
model of a disk dme and set the opetation of a file dme to access the correct t\pe oj dme 
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Mouwei, Claim 42, at least, is allowable as beint> ba^ed on an allowable ba»e claim, as 
described above. 

Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

( hums 2-7 die selected under ^ I S( $ as being unpatentable over I SP\ 

(\S2(\o30 to Olds el a! (heremafrej 'Olds et al ' ) un jew of 1 'SP\ o,<>22,252 to Kl.iasen et al 
theiemaftei, 'klaascn et al ' 1 lh\> i eject? on is icspecttulK traveised and Claims 2-™ aie 
believed allowable based on the foiegomg and follow discussion 

A.s ibi Claim 2, the Fxaminei asserts that Olds et ai teach // lite tie* ice is tieTctmtneti to 
he 1 1 ftii. fntiwJ, buffeting the if nte upeiolum to pin sit til memor\ In f<ict, Olds et al teach 
caching mlbimaiion when conditions aie lavoiabie'' This ks not the same as building wnte 
operations to pli\ steal niemorx when the desire is inactivated or m a limited power state 
Faunable conditions could mean anv thing and base am pin pose \eithei a definition of 
fav oTahlt* ' is given, nor is the pmpose A. fav otablc condition could be that the hattm power is 
at full level oi just that the device us spun up This would be contrary, to \pp!icant's invention 
which specilkviiK minimizes unnecessatv icacls writes to the deuce when the deuce is 
deactivated Futthct appking the teachings oj Olds et al to Klaasen et al will not it-suit m 
\pp3iLant\ jmentton vvbieh optimizes pov\ei usage m a svstem and its deuces 

{ lann 2 as amended now letiunes that // the device <s not opctatuig in a t muted powei 
stau then pet U >t ming the » / ite < >/><. / edit >n ) *. i*aidfess < >/ the a<. fn t uiai u 1 i state < >f tin. <4'i ue \ s 
desenbed m several locations m the specification a " lumtcd power state" is tvpicallv when the 
deuce is operating under batten powei the limited powei state us uie!e\ant to whether the 
deuee ts actuated oi inaetivated (Standby, powet save mode, or spun down) Claim 2 lecites 
that when the device is not opetatmg under a hunted powei condition that the wute operation is 
pei formed regardless of the active maUne state of the device llus is contiaiv io Olds et al 
wbcie the wute opetations are queued for soiling, ek at ali times 

k! a j sen et al teach a sWem lot selecting modes of a drive (2-speed deuce! based on 
whether a portable device n> operating under batten powei Hie point of then invention is to 
piov ide a lowei speed usin» less powei when unclei batteiv power klaasen et al do not teach ot 
suggest that bullet tng data will enhance then invention as admitted In the f \amiuct \t the 
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cited reference. Col. L lines 40-57, Klaasen et al. teach disengaging the power saving mode prior 
to commencing read and write operations {lines 55-57). At the cited reference, Kiaasen et al 
teach a specific method that automatically spins the drive up to normal speed once the disk drive 
is initiated (lines 51-55). Klaasen et al. make no determination of the activation of the disk drive 
in order to select whether the write operation should be buffered. Klaasen et al. teach a method 
limited to the spinning tip and down of the spindle to preserve battery power. However, Klaasen 
et al. do not teach if the device is determined to be deactivated, buffering the write operation to 
physical memory A mere determination of activation and inactivation is not enough to make 
adding buffering obvious. Nor is H enough to make buffering data to physical memory on that 
condition (inactivation} obvious. 

Olds et al. teach a system for reducing latency time by reordering reads/writes. Olds et 
al teach a system to prioritize disk access so that caching is not necessary because read/write 
latency is reduced. Application of Olds et al. to Kiaasen et al. would be counter-intuitive and 
would result in a non-optimal system for reducing power consumption as Olds et al. teaches 
away from buffering, by omitting a reference to the possible advantage of buffering, in order to 
reduce latencies. At best, combining the teaching of Kiaasen et al. to Olds et al. would result in 
a system that buffers all... commands for sorting and then performs the write commands to the 
disk. When no write operations are occurring, the disk is spun down to save power. If the disk 
is not spun, up when the commands are to be executed, then the disk is spun up and the write 
command is committed to the disk drive. This system does not result in optimized power- 
savings when operating under battery power (limited power state) and does not account for 
maintaining the write command in a buffer when the device is operating under battery power and 
in an inactivate state. 

Claim 2 further recites that the request is received by a host processor and that the 
buffering is performed by an intermediate FSD executing on the processor. This is contrary to 
any caching performed by Olds et al. Olds et al. teach temporary caching until the disk drive 
spins up, or becomes '"favorable. '~ However, as shown in Fig. 2. the buffer 210 and pending 
command prioritization module reside on the device, i.e., like hardware caching, as illustrated by 
the computer 200 having an interface to the device at 202. This is contrary to Applicant's 
claimed invention which requires the buffering to be on memory coupled to the processor and 
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performed by the intermediate FSO executing on the processor Taken either separate or apart, 
the cited references tail to teach or suggest a!! of the limitations in Claim 2; thus. Claims 2 and 
its progeny are believed allowable. 

Claims 3-4 are believed allowable as being dependent on an allowable based claim 
Whether the cited references teach systems involving disk drives., non-volatile memory 
components or network access drives, or a powered up/down state is irrelevant to the patenting 
of Claims 3-4. The cited references, either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest all 
of the limitations of Claims 3-4, as dependent on Claim 2. 

Claim 5 is believed allowable as being dependent on an allowable based claim. Further, 
as discussed above. Olds et ai. teach that the caching is performed at the hardware level, on the 
device itself In contrast, Claims 2 and 5 require the intermediate file system driver to be 
executed on the host processor and that the buffering to be in memory coupled to the host- 
processor. In both cases. Olds et al. teach that buffering (caching), and the decision to do so, are 
performed by the device. Moreover, at the cited reference {Co!. 2, lines 16-18), Olds et al. teach 
that the host computer believes the write to have actually taken place litis is contrary to 
Applicant's intermediate Hie system driver which executes on the host processor and controls the 
buffering. The Examiner cites Col. 4.. line 45 as an intercept operation However, the read/write 
channel as taught by Olds et al. is not an intermediate file system driver, but is merely a decoder 
and error correction/detection circuit. Decoding and rerouting of the write request is not the 
same as an interception from an intermediate FSD to buffer the write operation. Thus, the cited 
references fail to teach the limitations of the Claim and Claim 5 is believed allowable. 

As for Claim 6, the Examiner asserts that Klaasen at ai. teach writing one or more 
buffered write operations to the device upon an occurrence of a predetermined condition and 
seemingly cites normal spindle velocity as the condition {Col 1, lines 40-57) This assertion is 
in error. Klaasen et al. teach that in systems of the prior art spindle speed is increased when a 
write request is received. Thus, when a read/write request is received by the storage device, the 
spindle is spun up to service the request. In contrast. Applicant" s claimed invention requires 
writing one or more buffered w rite operations to the device upon occurrence of a predetermined 
condition and after activating the device if the device was inactivated. The Examiner obviously 
misunderstood the order in which activation is to take place. The activation is not the 
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predetermined condition. After the occurrence of the predetermined condition, the device is 
activated and then the buffered operation is written to the device. At the cited reference, Kiaasen 
et ai. fail to teach or suggest that one or more write operations have been buffered on the host 
processor memory, Kiaasen et ah teach away from buffering, specifically teaching '"when an 
access operation to the disk drive is initiated., the spindle speed is increased until the disk is 
rotated at the norma! operating velocity, in other words, the power saving mode is disengaged 
prior to the commencement of read and write operations (Col. I, lines 5 1 -56). It is clear that 
Kiaasen et al. teach a system that powers down or spins down the spindles of a disk drive only 
until a read/write request is made, and then immediately spins up the drive. This is counter to 
Applicant's claimed invention which requires writing previously buffered write request. Further, 
the read/write requests taught by Kiaasen et ai. are not a predetermined condition, but only 
requests A. request is not a predetermined condition as described by Applicant The write 
request is a separate operation from the buffering, which is a separate operation from the 
predetermined condition which is a separate operation from the activation of the device, as 
dearly recited in Claim 6. Even combining the teachings of the two references will not result in 
Appii cant's claimed invention, as further discussed above. Thus, the Examiner has foiled to 
show a prima facie case of obviousness and Claim 6 is believed allowable Further, Claim 6 is 
allowable as being dependent on an allowable base claim. 

With regards to Claim 7, as discussed above, Kiaasen et ai. and Olds et al.. do not teach 
the limitations of the claim. As discussed above, none of the cited references, either alone, or in 
combination, teach that the request is received on a host processor and that buffering is to be 
performed by an intermediate FSD executing on the host processor where the predetermined 
condition is identified by the FSD. Thus, Claim 7 is believed allowable 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Kiaasen et ai. 
and Olds et al. and further in view of USPN 6,71 1,686 to Barrett (hereinafter., "BarretC). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed and Claim 8 is believed allowable based on the foregoing and 
fol I owing di scu s si on . 

As discussed above.. Kiaasen et al... Olds et al , do not teach ail of the limitations of base 
Claim 7. Further, Claim 8 requires receiving user. Jnput . request). ng . . that. . . the. . buffered. . .write 
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operations he committed -X usei input request to commit is not the same as reeehing a ss stem 
notification that the s\stetn is shutting down Barrett teaches only that upon a ptopei "e\if from 
Wmdows-XX that the disk cache is flushed There is no iequiiemuu m Barret i that the e\it is 
always the result of user input fhete are mam case where a process, for instance a seemm 
update, might cause windows to evit Mam oi these updates occur automatical!) , without user 
input Thus the actual teaching of Banett is that upon a proper es.it from \\ indows-XX, a disk 
cache is flushed, i e , written Even if the e\u us caused In a usei, the us.er ha*. no knowledge of 
data being cached 01 piesiousls' committed fhus, it is a misguided assumption that the c\n is to 
be seen as ujuhaSent to a uset request to commit the buffered ojx-sations to memois The 
distinction is clear One operation is a request to exit the claimed operation is Tot a usei to 
request that the butteis he written hirther, the claimed limitation allows the user to commit 
buttered memois and still continue; to operate t e continue with the operating system running 
not exited Ihus, apphing Barrett to Klaasen et a! ami Olds et al will not result in Applicant s 
claimed j mention Ihus. the Examiner has failed to show all of the limitations of Claim 8 and 
Claim 8 is believed allowable. 

(Jairn 9 is t ejected under >S I S 0 s> Itt^(a) oser klaasen et al , Olds et al , as applied to 
Claim 2 and iutthei m \iev\ of L ^ Patent Application Publication 2M2 00|<»S74 to Bon This 
tejeUion is respuetfuih itaveised and Claim 9 is belies ed allowable based on ihe foregoing aiid 
following discussion . 

As discussed abo\c, Klaasen et al and Olds er al fail to show the limitations of the base 
Claims The fcxaminei asseiis thai Borr teaches (kterwiPinz nhetha the 'Ccpiesied nnu 
operation . on eyonch to <?'/ enttt) n evs/e' t to pm u< unite m tlh nn iIkk! ol anmoth>i\i <k vu t 
iuth optnii'Otts Fins is incorrect Bon leaches [ «"> ] 0 7 1 that a file has a jiaiametei defining its 
access mode i e lead-onls wnteable, etc Ihe file client de s ice as taught b\ Boir, associates a 
lock with the file based on whefhei it can be wntten to I his is not the same as icgistettiua to 
participate in a method of controlling write ojx-sations as defined b\ Applicants B\ definition, 
all tiles in Boir po'tuipiac m the access conuol method because all ha\e an on off flag. In 
contrast. Applicant requires determining whether the emits actnalls p<e ne/pute\ m the 
contiolluig piocess bs legisteung with the intermediate file ss stern driver h will be appatent to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art that placing a flag in a file is riot the same as proactively 
registering the compliance of the read/write buffering scheme with the intermediate file system 
driver. Applicants describe this registration scheme, at least in Para. [00.17], This registration is 
not a tent) that one of uidinais skill m the an would assume means that a Hag is set in a file 

Fuithet Claim ° requires that \\hete>ti // the entity i\ ugistcud »//// the I M > then the 
huffe fifty to be <.<>})}> oiled bawd <>f) the legist} alien whetuv wteii hie npe^ ate \uhjcii to 
selective buffer my of write <yvi ///"// s or all nrtte opeiations foi an apj j hca/iot? f\pc wc subject 
to \ele^nye buffet ray and wherein hi tie ofKiahotis that an- nor v(/>/a( to u/tt/oe hit /let itty ai e 
pa termed without buffet my Borr discusses turning flags on and off foi specific files - as in 
access control tn contrast. Applicant's claimed invention controls itiiistiaiion based <>n a tile 
tspe or application tspc \n emits' as recited m Claim s) is not the same as an individual file 
This term is eleails desuihed in the specification as being associated with an application os file 
ape This ts not the same sort of operation as described in Bon While Applicant's indention 
could be used in con|imction wuh <i file access scheme thes solve t\so (hffeient problems Thus 
Claim 9 is believed allowable. 

( laim 1 ( > is i ejected undei i? 1 SC ij KHfa) osei klaascn et al , Olds et al as applied 
to Claim 2 and timber tn stew of I Si'\ 5 HI 5 o48 to (novannetti {heitinaftei, Giov anneitf ) 
This i eject ion is sespectfulh ttascrsed and Claim 10 is belies ed allowable based on the 
fnegomg and lolloping discussion 

\s discussed ahose Klaasen el al and Olds et al fad to teach the limitations oi the 
claim Therefore, combining the wuteback opuauort oi' Giosaiineiti will not iestilt in 
\pplicantV claimed im ention 

Claims 11-14 io-20 are rejected undei ^ U S C $ 1 03(a) as being unpatentable osei 
Kiaasen et al in stew of Moicom This rejection ts tespt-ahiih ttasersed and Claims I 1-14 and 

10- 20 ate beltes ed alkmable based on the iotegoing and following discussion 

As for { launs 1 3-14 the bsammei cannot look at each element oi the recited claim m a 
sactium The posser condition determines whether onls the icqucstcci data is read or whether a 
superset of the data is read One cannot combine the teaching of Kiaasen et al and Moicom to 
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provide alternate steps. Klaasen et al. specifically teach that the spindle speed is to operate at 
reduced rotation and/or a Sower transfer rate when operating under reduced power At no time is 
it suggested that that varying the amount of data to be read could be an option. Because the 
purpose of Klaasen ei al. is to reduce the power consumption of the device by reducing the 
spindle rotation, applying the teaching of Morcom ( to copy a maximum amount of data to cache) 
is counter-intuitive and would not result in Applicant's invention. Applying Morcom to klaasen 
et al would increase the power consumption by requiring excessive data to be read to fill the 
cache, and thus not fall within the teaching and intent of KJaasen et al. Further, Morcom teaches 
copying a maximum amount of data to a cache and then immediately powering down the disk 
regardless of the power state of the device before the read. This is counter to Applicant's 
claimed invention which does not immediately power down the device regardless of the power 
state Thus. Morcom is misapplied to Klaasen et al and a combination of the two references will 
not result in Applicant's invention. 

In addition. Applicant's claim requires that the Hie portion is to be read into memory. 
The gist of the invention is to optimally access the storage device and avoid activating the device 
when unnecessary to minimize power consumption. Morcom teaches reading data to cache 
memory and not directly into physical, or system memory so that the cacjie.is.always.jun. This 
is counter to the claimed invention and also counter to the purpose of Applicant's invention. 
Applying Morcom would require that the cache be filled with data regardless of whether the data 
is logically related to the requested portion. This relationship is what drives whether a superset 
a subset or entire file are read. Moreover, neither Klaasen et al. or Morcom reach an 
intermediate file system driver as recited in the amended claim, and as discussed above. 

Specifically with regard to Claim 14, the Examiner attempts to introduce set theory and 
assert that a "subset"' of the file is the same as the entire file. In light of the ySPTO.re^ 
pi..^J^.Lh.Ldi.fjeren the fix a miner's interpretation cannot be the case. Claim .12 specifically 

requires the superset to be the entire file. Thus, as would be apparent to one of ordinary .skill in 
the art, the subset will be understood to be a portion smaller than the entire file. Therefore this 
rejection is improper. Thus, Claims 11-14 are believed allowable. 

As for Claim 16, Morcom teaches that the data is returned from cache memory in 
contrast. Applicant's claim requires that the data be read from the device and not cache memory 
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U is the requested portion that is to be returned to the requesting process (or application), the 
superset that was placed in the buffer remains in the buffer. Any data in the superset is 
maintained in the buffer, and not sent to the requesting process. Thus, applying Morcom would 
return data retrieved from cache memory to the process and would preclude returning data 
retrieved from the device. The Examiner asserts that data retrieved from cache memory is data 
retrieved from the device. The Examiner seems to assume that the cache memory is located on 
the device. However, base Claim 1 1 requires the buffer memory to be coupled to the processor. 
Thus, cache memory located on the device is not the same as the memory recited in the Claim. 
Thus, when the claim requires accessing the device to read the requested file portion and then 
returning the data to the process, there is no reading of data from the cache memory, but merely 
data retrieved from the device. 

As for Claim .17, Morcom does not teach that the requested portion is returned to the 
requesting process before a remainder is read. As discussed above, Morcom does not teach a 
superset as defined by Applicant and Morcom does not teach the temporal requirements of 
returning the requested portion first. Morcom merely teaches reading as much data as will fit in 
the cache. Further, the Examiner's response that it is inherent in Applicant's limitation that a 
superset might be read in some cases is not relevant The limitation that is not taught or 
suggested by Morcom is seiectiveiY reading a superset by the intermediate FSD Morcom reads 
data until the cache is full. There is no selection determination at all. 

Claim IS is allowable as being dependent on an allowable base claim, as discussed 

above. 

As for Claim 19, Morcom does not teach or suggest if a superset of the requested file 
portion is read into memory, deactivating the device. Morcom teaches that cache is always filled 
to the maximum, in some cases, this might even be less than a requested portion. Further, 
Morcom teaches that the device is always deactivated after a read Morcom does not teach an 
inherent determination that a superset of the requested portion has been read into memory or 
selectively choosing to read a superset by the intermediate FSD Nor does Morcom teach that 
there is a possibility that the device will not be inactivated, which is inherent in Applicant's 
claimed invention. Moreover, Morcom teaches only that data be read into a cache and not that a 
requested file portion be read into memory 
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Ciaim 20 is aiioxsahie as beint> dependent on an allowable base claim, as- discussed 
aKwe Flais { laims 11-14 and b>-20 ate believed alhnvable 

(latins l\ 22-23 ait* i ejected uudei ?>s I SC i; 103(a) as being unpatentable o\ei 
Kiaasen et al and Morcom and fuithet in \iew oi I S Patent Application Publication 
2^02 00O|'i()2 to Hirolujj (hereinafter 1 Hirolujj This rejection is iespectfullv tiaveised and 
Claims I c 22-2 > arc betiev ed allowable based on the foiegomg and following discussion 
Kiaast-n et a! and Mm com do nor teach rhc leuted limitations, as discussed above 
As tot Claim 15, flnofup docs not teach or suggest ideutif\ing the subset of the Hie to be 
a-ad into memo!\ is based on one oi mote tile access t tends Hiiotiip detualiv. discusses the 
airangement of the data in the cache memos \ Fitithei ibrohip discusses the leading of 
information into cache memoix tn an aitangement based on Sikeh access oidei t e sequential oi 
random \s descubed in the Specs tj can on, at least m paia |003 7], \ppltcant descttbes temporal 
trends it- which tiles, and which portions of files have been accessed teeenth m tune 
Hiiofuji docs not teach oi suggest tcmpotal tiends but meals charactcitsucs of a file Morcom 
teaches to lead data until cache memots ts full fxen if it could be surmised that Hi i of up 
teaches selection of data based mi tile access trends it is tmptopet to combine this ruth Motcom 
it is tmptopet to combine the teaching of Moi com with Uttofun as the\ teach incompatible 
methods thus thete is no motivation to combine as discussed aho\e One eatmot select a 
portion of a file and also fill cache until it is full Ihe i Aaminei asserts that it is possible to fill a 
cache with a portion of a file Howevei it is not possible to do this e\m time which is what 
would result b\ combining the icachuiii* or Mottom and Hirofup One concept is to i educe and 
one concept ts to met ease Tins Jesuit is eomiarv to Applicant's claimed invention Thus, the 
rejection is nnpioper and should be withdrawn 

\s for Claims 22-2^ lluofup does not teach the tegtstenng of file i> pes with the 
intei mediate i SD, as described bv Applicant fins teim is speciiicallv discussed tn the 
Specification in the context of Vphcant s invention and othei definitions cannot be assumed b\ 
one of oidinarv slali in the an Hiithei at tlte sited icference, Hiiofup onK k>oks to see what 
kind ot access is associated with a file lit, tandom or sequential 1 ! I his ts nor the same as a 'file 
t\pe ' \ file t\pe ts most otten associated with an extension oj an application It mas be 
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possible for a iur<un file t\pe to he aices;,ed both tandomh and stquerttialls and thus the file 
tvpe designation is not itlattd to tht access method Thus, applwng Huolun to klaasen et al 
md Mot torn v-.il] not result m Applicant s claimed invention 

\!so lui Claim 22 n is teqmred that the w//v/m' is ^tarneh determined ha^ed m the 
registration Tins ] urination at least ts not taught or suggested b\ theutedjcietene.es 

\s foi Claim 2^ Huofun teddies an aiumiemeni pnontv to distinguish between hke]\ 
sequential or random access This is not the same as a iciattvc tile tvpe pnonts and select! s ch 
storing a superset file portion i clause to the ieiati\c pnontv Huotufi reaches thai data mav he 
ston_d diiieiuui\ based on Us access tvpe Applicant iequues that a superset ol the tequested 
tile potion mas he sckvtiveiv stoied based on a nJ Ui\e pnonrv Thus, the Fvimmu has tailed 
to show a pi una Ait te case oi ob\ lousness ami CLums 1 ^ and 22-2 "i are belie\ ed allowable 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Klaasen et a!, 
and Morcom as applied to Claim 1 1 and further in view of USPN 6,4*12647 to Morton et al. 
(hereinafter, " Morton et al.'T. This rejection is respectfully traversed and Claim 21 is believed 
allowable based on the foregoing and following discussion 

Klaasen et a! do not disclose each and every limitation as asserted by the Examiner, as 
discussed above. Further. Morton ei al. teach a system to take a request for data and turn it into 
two commands The first request relates to the actual data request and the second relates to 
reading the remainder of data on the track. Morton et al. do not teach wherein the superset of the 
requested file portion a logically related to the requested portion. Morton et al teach only that 
additional data on the track is read. Often this data will not be related to the requested data and 
especially not logically related. Further the Examiner, once again, has failed to address this 
difference in the current Office Action. The method taught by Morton et al. is brute force to 
maximize a data read, but does not optimize the device access. By reading only data that is 
logically related to the data requested, access to the device is optimized, i.e., not over-accessed 
for an excessive amount of data (remainder of track). Thus, Morton et al. do not teach or suggest 
the recited claim limitations and Claim 2 1 is believed allowable. 
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Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olds et al 
in view of USPN 5,978,92 i to Ryu (hereinafter, "Tlyif ,} in view of Klaasen et ai. This rejection 
is respectfully traversed and Claims 24-26 are believed allowable based on the foregoing and 
foi lo wi ng di scu ssion 

As discussed above, Klaasen et ai. and Olds et ai. do not teach the 1 imitations as asserted 
by the Examiner. Ryu teaches the automatically storing of data being used and to turn oil the 
system in order to prevent the loss of data, i.e. hibernation. Ryu teaches detecting whether 
battery voltage is between a specific voltage range Ryu teaches selecting a power state, i.e., 
power down when battery voltage is dropping. Ryu does not teach the step of delecting that a 
time-out period is about to expire and that the system is operating under a limited power 
condition. Ryu" s device may be operating under battery power (a limited power condition as 
defined by Applicant), but not.detect..a^ as required in Claims 24-26. Further, Ryu 

teaches aj ways. storing - not buffering data when the system battery is low. The prevention of 
data loss is not the same problem as optimizing power consumption and setting the device to 
deactivate at a specified time-out period. While Klaasen et ai. teach that a spindle may be 
deactivated after a predetermined amount of time, there is no motivation to combine these 
references, as requited by law. Ryu teaches a system to save data before a system is shutdown 
due to lack of battery power. Klaasen et ai. teach a system to deactivate a spindle in a device to 
reduce power consumption. Neither reference suggests that its teachings could be applied to be 
combined with the alternate purpose. Further, neither reference teaches, wherein the writ/tig is 
in response io an intermediate file system driver detecting that a time-out has occurred. 

The Examiner asserts that Olds et al. teach detecting that a time-out period is to expire. 
However, the cited reference (Col. 5, line 11, col. 6, line 46 and col. 2, lines 9-11} teach or 
suggest no such thing. Further, the pending command prioritization module (232) of Olds et ai. 
is not the same as an intermediate file system driver. Thus.. Claim 24 and its progeny are 
believed allowable. 

As for Claims 25-26, whether the cited references teach systems involving disk drives, 
non-volatile memory components or network access drives, or whether a system is operating 
under battery power is irrelevant to the patenting of Claims 25-26. The cited references, either 
alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest all of the limitations of Claims 25-26, as 
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dependent on Claim 24. Further, as for Oiaim 26, as discussed above, Ryu does not teach 
determining whether a limited power condition exists, but assumes battery power and just 
compares voltages to determine when the battery voltage is low enough to force a .hibernation 
.mode. Thus. Chums 24-26 are believed allowable. 

Claims 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over kiaasen 
et al. as applied to Claim 28 and further in view of Ryu. This rejection is respectfully traversed 
and Claims 29-30 and their progeny are believed allowable based on the above amendments and 
the foregoing and following discussion. 

Claims 29-30 are, at least, allowable as being dependent on an allowable bases claim, as 
the cited references do not show all of the limitations in base claims 27-28. As for Claim 29, 
Ryu does not determine whether the device is operating under battery power. Ryu teaches only 
determining whether battery power for the .system is equal to a specific reference voltage. 
Further, Ryu fails to teach writing one or more buttered write operations to the non- volatile 
storage device upon an occurrence of a detected predetermined condition, wherein the 
predetermined condition comprises at least one condition selected from a group of conditions 
consisting of (a defecting that a write buffer has become full, Oil de. feeling that a certain amount 
of time has passed, (liii detecting that battery power is approaching a specified threshold level, 
(iv) detecting that the machine is being turned off (v) detecting that the machine is to be put in a 
standby slate, and (yi) detecting that one. o f a user, a process and an operating system has 
explicitly requested that the write buffer contents he committed to non-volatile storage by the 



Ryu teaches only that data is stored in a device when battery power is low to prevent loss 
of data., at a specified reference voltage. Ryu does not teach detecting when a power level is 
approaching a threshold, as described in the Specification. Ryu fails to teach the other' 
limitations of the Claim, as discussed above. Moreover, combining Ryu with the other cited 
references will not result in Applicant's invention. Thus, Claim 29 and its progeny are believed 
allowable. 

As for Claim 30. the Examiner assorts the Ryu teaches causing a machine to deactivate 
the non-volatile storage device after writing the one or more buffered write requests. In fact, 
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Rsu tcache» that the ettttrc compute! sss-fem tu r ns itself off fins is m contrast to Applicant s 
invention which enables the computet v\ stem to continue to opeiate and onK deactivates the \\ 
stoiage device to save battels power Thus Rau fails to teat.h ail of the limit uious ot the Uami 
as discussed above cither alone 01 in combination with the tithes ciied icfeienees Phus Claim 
M< and its piogetn are believed allowable 

Claim is i ejected uitdei 3^ ISC ^ to ^ta) as being unpatentable oxei \ioicom as 
appheu to Claim > L and furthci m view of I Si'N '"U\i5° to knnuia et al (heicinaftei, 
'kimurd et al ) This {ejection is icspeUtnUv tiaversed and Claim >> is beiie\ed allowable 
based on the foregoing and following discussion 

Contraiv to the iXamfneCs assertion Moicom does not teach oi suggest all of the 
elements oi the Jaimed invention as discussed in {elation with Claim 31, above Specificallv , 
\ppltcant s claimed {mention deteuiun.es the cuitent powei state t>f the device and then based 
on that state seleemciv leading a supeisu of the lequested tile portion into phvsical mem on 
Moicom it-ads data unui the cache is full but these is no rcqunemcnt that die data is lelated to 
ihe tequested portion nor does Mot torn teach that a lesser amount of data be read This teaches 
a\\<u ttom selective!}, leading, a superset 1 her ef ore. regardless ot the teaching of Kimuta et al 
the 1 Xammer has failed to put forth a puma hhn case of obviousness as all of the limitations of 
the claim base not been shown In the cited icleiences Iherefore Claim 3> is believed 
allowable. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morcom in 
view of Morton et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed and Claim 34 is believed allowable 
based on the foregoing and following discussion. 

Morcom does not teach the limitations of the recited Claim, as discussed above for Claim 
31. Further, Morton et al. teach a system to take a request for data and turn it into two 
commands. The first request relates to the actual data request and the second relates to reading 
the remainder of data on the track. Morton et ai. do not teach wherein the superset of the 
requested file /fortum is logically related to the requested portion. Morton et ai. teach only that 
additional data on the track is react as discussed above, at least for Claim 21. Therefore., the 
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bvimmer has tailed to put tor f h a prima Ah h ease of obviousness, a» all of the limitations of the 
cfalm have not been shown In the cited tcfetences Thus { latin U is believed allowable 

{ hum 4! is {ejected under ?>s I SC 5; I <0< t j > as bung unpatentable o\ei Rao as applied 
to Claim >° above, and further in view of Giovannettt This rejection is icspectluih traversed 
and C hum 4 I is- behev ed allowable based on the foregoing ami following discussion 

Rao does not teach the limitations of the Chum at lea»t as discussed abo\ e m conjunction 
with Claim 3 L > \r least, Rao reaches aw as from \ppheanfs claimed invention Rao does not 
teach ot suggest seleetiveh buffering unto requests to phvsieaf memory Rao teaches alwavs 
buttering disk wines to buffets withm a SCSI controller board, not seieetrveh bufferrng write 
request until a predetermined condition is detected 1 urthei ueuhei titovannctti nor Rao teach 
that write icquests are intercepted and huffeied h\ the mte.tmedia.te frie s\ stem driver 
therefore, a combination of the cited references will not result m Applicant s churned invention 
and Clatm 41 is believed allowable 

H should be noted that thioughuut the Oifl c«_ Action the Fxammer has asset ted that rt 
would be ob\ tons to one of skiff in the art to combine the references, and that to do so udl result 
rn Applicant's claimed invention None of the asserted combinations wit) result in Applicant s 
invention or pioude the advantages ol sueh invention Kirthei, the i \aimuer continues to use 
the advantages of \ppSteant s invention to use hindsight and combine unrelated lefetenees 
fhcic has been shown no suggestion in the cited references, other pnoi art, ot gerieiaf 
knowledge tat the time of the invention) that there wa» anv mouvatrou to combine au\ of the 
references in the manner that the Fvimtner has done Applicant's claimed inventions solve 
drffeicnt problems than those in the cited teferences, and produce a gtcat advantage over the 
prior ait ft is respccrfulh requested that the bsaiuiuer show an actual motivation oi suggestion 
that one of ordinal} skill would be led to use one reieience with another, oi that all oi the claims 
remaining in the application he pes muted to issue at the eat best possible time 
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CONCLUSION 

in view of the foregoing. Claims I -37. 39 and 41-42 are ail in condition for allowance, S.f 
the Examiner lias any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at (703} 633- 
6845. Early issuance of Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested Please charge any 
shortage of fees in connection with the filing of tins paper, including extension of time fees., to 
Deposit Account 50-0221 and please credit any excess fees to such account 
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